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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

TO:
NERC/NAESB Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) Subcommittee Participants and Interested Parties 

FROM: 
DeDe Kirby, Meeting/Project Manager, NAESB 

RE:
Final Minutes from the NERC/NAESB Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) Subcommittee Meeting with Web Conferencing – April 11, 2005
DATE:

April 20, 2005
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee
April 11, 2005
Final Minutes

1.
Welcome & Administration
Mr. Kezele welcomed the participants and introductions were made.  Ms. Kirby gave the antitrust advice.  Mr. Kezele stated that adoption of the March 30-31, 2005 draft minutes would be delayed until the April 28-29, 2005 meeting.  He added that discussion of an exploder for the TLR Subcommittee would be delayed until the agenda item “Next Steps/Other Business”.  Mr. Cox moved to adopt the agenda as revised and Mr. Koza seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted absent objection.

2.
Overview of IDC Granularity Option 3
Please note that agenda item #3 “Discussion and development of Option 3 business case” is combined with agenda item #2.  
Mr. Kezele stated that the goal of today’s meeting was to develop questions and answers that would help in understanding the IDC Granularity options.  He added that Mr. Rodriquez and Mr. Dison had provided the group with several comments (located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr041105w2.doc) regarding option 3 of the IDC Granularity White Paper for today’s meeting.    
Mr. Kezele reviewed “IDC Granularity PowerPoint Presentation” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr041105w1.ppt.  Mr. Kezele explained that the presentation had been given to the NERC Markets Committee (MC) at an earlier date to explain IDC Granularity Option 3.  

The group discussed the implementation time for a TLR.   Ms. Pierce stated that although a TLR could be implemented in less than 30 minutes, the 30 minutes average was used in the presentation to demonstrate that TLR was not an efficient emergency tool.  

Mr. Kezele continued the presentation with a review of IDC Granularity Option 1.  Further explanation of Option 1 can be found in slides 9 – 14 in the PowerPoint presentation referenced above.  Mr. Kezele explained that further progression on Option 1 was delayed until a business case had been developed for Option 3.  Mr. Carter questioned whether Option 1 should be considered on a Control Area (CA) basis, or a Transmission Provider (TP) basis.  Ms. Pierce stated that the curtailment level of a TP would be modeled on how the TP grants service. Ms. Pierce added that if a TP was larger than the CA, the granularity would not be less than that of the CA.

Mr. Yeung questioned the use of the CA versus balancing authority (BA) in Option 1.  Ms. Pierce explained that because Option 1 dealt with adjusting the current IDC already in place, CA was used.  Mr. Kezele stated that the term would be changed to BA in the future.  Ms. Pierce stated that labeling and terms would be discussed at the next meeting of the IDCWG.  

Ms. Mangum-Goins questioned how a dual connected TP would be processed in Option 1.  Mr. Shanahan stated that under the current IDC the dual connected TP would have to make a declaration as to which zone they wish to be designated, and the same would apply under Option 1.  Ms. Pierce reminded the group that Option 1 was only in its beginning stages of consideration and that issues such as this would need to be listed and further discussed.

The group discussed the Network and Native Load calculations for Option 1 included on slide 10 of the presentation.  The sensitive nature of generation merit order files was discussed.  Mr. Carter questioned who would be reviewing the bid prices that generators would be complying with for economical dispatch.  He added that if implementation was Interconnection wide, generators would be combined and market driven information would be prevalent.  

The group then reviewed slide 11 – “Tagging Changes”.  Mr. Nolan stated that the TSIN Registry was able to handle the registration of source and sink.  He added that source and sink would be based on an entity’s level of purchasing detail – i.e. an entity at a CA level would have source and sink registered at CA level.  

Next, the group reviewed the External and Internal Relief Responsibilities (ERR and IRR) for Option 2 and 3.  Ms. Pierce stated that an ERR calculation was used when a CA net interchange impacted a neighboring CA.  Mr. Kezele stated that the ERR and IRR were central to understanding the technical applications of the Option 2 & 3 proposals.  Mr. Carter stated that future problems could arise from a weighted average being applied to all CAs involved in a transaction, regardless of whether they had a direct bearing on flowgates.  Ms. Pierce stated that a low GSF would reflect impact on an individual basis.  Mr. Carter questioned why the process could not be done on a transaction basis.  Ms. Pierce stated that the level of granularity for a transaction was not at the generator level.  Ms. Pierce stated that the process under Option 3 was a paradigm shift from transactional basis to consideration of all transaction impacting a grid.  

Ms. Pierce stated that an entity’s ability to curtail a Priority 1 tag could be an additional option for implementation in Option 3.  Mr. Carter stated that the ability to curtail Priority 1 tags and to pay for redispatch should be determined on a transactional basis.  
Mr. Kezele said that Mr. Rodriquez had indicated in his comments that more white papers were needed on examples of how the options would be implemented.  Mr. Kezele stated that portions of these examples might include an explanation of what would happen if a Reliability Coordinator (RC) wanted to implement a curtailment and the Purchasing Selling Entity (PSE) wanted to keep the transaction active.  Mr. Kezele added that a PSE would need to know the cost of redispatch upfront before implementation.  Ms. Pierce and Mr. Shanahan discussed the workability of providing PSEs with this information.  Mr. Kezele stated that the ERR/IRR calculations would need to be discussed in depth.  
Mr. Kezele then reviewed Option 2.  He stated that although the IDCWG did not propose Option 2 for further consideration, participants in the TLR Subcommittee had indicated an interest in the option because of the business practice impacts.  (An explanation of Option 2 can be found in slides 19-23 of the PowerPoint presentation referenced above.)
Mr. Kezele stated that an explanation of Option 3 began with slide 24.  He added that the group should consider each bulleted item and perhaps a member of the TLR Subcommittee should be assigned to more thoroughly research and explore those bulleted items at issue.  Mr. Shanahan stated that he would provide more examples of ERR/IRR calculations for the next TLR meeting, with the assistance of other members of the group.  Ms. Pierce added that she would assist Mr. Shanahan.  
The group discussed procedural issues.  Mr. Dison asked if this subcommittee was the place to discuss changes in the ERR/IRR calculation method.  Mr. Kezele stated that the goal for this group was to develop a business case to support an Option 3-like proposal.  He added that enough significant policy issues may exist to prevent Option 3 from being implemented as stated in the White Paper.  Mr. Kezele added that issues such as the mechanics of streamlining the IDC process will create a host of business practices which the NERC OC and regional managers would see developed into a business case for their consideration.  He explained that the NAESB members of the TLR Subcommittee would be relied upon for expanding and discussing related commercial issues.  Mr. Kezele added that the business case would need to be submitted in fall 2005.  Mr. Dison added that in determining the workability of Option 3, several political aspects of the option would have to be discussed. 

Mr. Nolan stated that a list containing issues that require further consideration would be included as part of a business case.  Mr. Kezele added that the business case was just a starting point.  Mr. Desselle stated that the appropriate participants for this discussion may not be present.  Mr. Cox questioned whether this task was past the scope of the TLR Subcommittee.  Ms. Pierce stated that in coming to a resolution, some type of business case would have to be developed.  She added that a representative group from both NERC and NAESB was an appropriate forum for the development of such a case.  Mr. Fidrych stated that the group would need to be mindful of impacts such a business case would have on the rest of the industry and that those impacts should be stated as clearly as possible.  Mr. Dison agreed that issues such as cost allocation should be presented clearly in the business case to be considered at a higher level. The group then discussed the amount of resources that would be needed to develop the business case.    

Mr. Desselle stated that procedurally a new SAR would be written for this topic and would have to complete the SAC process.  He added that ultimately the JIC would determine where the request would be assigned.  

The group then returned to the technical discussions surrounding ERR/IRR calculations. Mr. Dison stated that his concerns lay not in the concept of providing for redispatch instead of curtailment, but rather that, in the Option 3 proposal, redispatch costs were being assigned in an inappropriate fashion.  Mr. Dison explained that in Example 1 of “IDCGFT Whitepaper” (located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps120904a3.doc), every importing CA and every exporting CA is considered in the calculation and a weighted average is given.  In the Option 3 method, the ERR/IRR calculations will be used to determine an entity’s impact on a constraint.  Mr. Dison added that in making these calculations, Option 3 assumes that exporting and importing involves all entities on a grid.  An importer would be assumed to be buying from a weighted average of all exporters on the system, and not from the entity that actually sold it the power.  Likewise, an exporter would be assumed to be selling to a weighted average of all importers on the system, and not to the entity to which it actually sold the power.  In the example, Mr. Dison pointed out Entity C was actually the party contributing the most to the constraint because of its purchase from Entity B, but that entities A and D would be allocated the vast majority of the redispatch costs because they were the only net-importing or net-exporting entities.  He added that this would be true even though A and D were not party to C’s transaction with B.  Mr. Dison stated that such calculations would have major financial implications on entities that would not otherwise be responsible for congestion charges and were most likely not politically acceptable in today’s market.  

Ms. Pierce explained that Option 3 took into account that even when an entity was balanced, its megawatts often flowed on other interfaces.  Mr. Dison agreed, but stated that in the example cited above, tag 2 (the transaction between entity B and entity C) was the primary contributor to the flowgate exceeding the limit and therefore tag 2 should bear the responsibility.  Ms. Pierce added that this was part of the paradigm shift in considering all tags linked.  Mr. Dison stated that he did not agree the tags should be considered “linked” because entities A and D did not have a commercial role in the transaction represented by tag 2.  Mr. Dison also stated that he was in favor of the redispatch option but that costs would have to be more equitably assigned.  He added that whatever amount is stated on tag should represent the amount of impact on a constrained facility that for which an entity is willing to take financial responsibility – regardless of actual flows.  Therefore, while redispatch should relieve congestion based on the actual flows, the costs associated with the redispatch should be assigned according to that tag.  Mr. Dison added that the calculations required for this method would be very similar to those employed currently, except they would represent financial accountability, not physical curtailment. 
Mr. Fidrych also stated that future ownership of the IDC, be it NAESB or NERC, would also need to be considered.  He added that a plan would need to be in effect by the first part of 2006 on how to transition the IDC.  Mr. Fidrych stated that currently any changes made to the IDC or companion projects were being funded by the NERC membership.  Mr. Desselle added that this topic was added as an issue for consideration and discussion.   


3. 
Discussion and development of Option 3 business case
Please see above.

4.
Next Steps/Other Business
The group discussed future meetings.  Mr. Dison stated that a meeting of the TLR Subcommittee was necessary to discuss the ERR/IRR calculations.  He added that if a consensus was reached by members of the group on the calculations, this would be a good indication of whether or not the TLR Subcommittee could move forward with the development of a business case.  The group decided to meet to discuss this issue on April 27, 2005.  
Mr. Desselle stated that April 28 & 29 would be devoted to the development of TLR standards.  In addition, a meeting was scheduled on May 9th for consideration and development of IDC issues.  A meeting was scheduled for June 1 & 2, 2005 for issues related to the development of TLR standards.    

Mr. Kezele reminded the group of the Congestion Management Project Meeting hosted by NERC in Chicago on May 11, 2005.  In addition, Mr. Kezele asked that any questions members of the group would like to be considered by vendors at the May 11th meeting be submitted at the April 27th meeting of the subcommittee.  Mr. Kezele stated that members of the TLR Subcommittee were encouraged to participate.

Mr. Cox stated that the next agenda concerning IDC issues and Option 3 should be a discussion of the various issues involved and how to proceed with the development of the business case.     

5.
Adjourn
Ms. Pierce moved to adjourn and Mr. Cox seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m. Central time by consensus.

6.
Attendance

	Name:
	
	Organization:
	In Person/via Phone

	Brooks
	Narvel
	OATI
	via Phone

	Carter
	Roman
	Southern Co
	via Phone

	Cox
	Phil
	American Electric Power
	via Phone

	Dayney
	Steve
	Xcel Energy
	via Phone

	Desselle
	Michael
	American Electric Power
	via Phone

	Dison
	Joel
	Southern Co
	via Phone

	Fidrych
	Mark
	Western Area Power Administration
	via Phone

	Kezele
	Larry
	NERC
	In Person

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	In Person

	Koza
	Frank
	PJM
	In Person

	Lawson
	Barry
	NRECA
	via Phone

	Mangum-Goins
	Sue
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	via Phone

	Nolan
	Brian
	NERC
	via Phone

	Norman
	Jeffrey
	NERC
	via Phone

	Pierce
	Julie
	Midwest ISO
	via Phone

	Rager
	Denise
	NAESB
	In Person

	Saini
	Narinder
	Entergy
	via Phone

	Shanahan
	Pat
	American Transmission Co.
	via Phone

	Stepenovitch
	Joe
	Florida Reliability Coordinating Council
	via Phone

	Yeung
	Charles
	Southwest Power Pool
	In Person

	York
	Kathy
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	via Phone
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